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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1 . Claims 1-3, 17, 18, 20, 22, 23, 26, 40, 41 and 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 

103(a) as being unpatentable over ZOU ET AL (US 6,186,649) and NORTHROP ET 

AL. (US 4,924,368). ZOU substantially discloses the claimed invention including a 

flat/linear panel luminaire apparatus/system (300, Fig. 9) having: 

• A cold-cathode fluorescent light source/chemiluminescent reaction (252, 
Fig. 8, Column 14, Line 62); 

• A transparent, acrylic/dielectric insulating sleeve surrounding the light 
source (256, Column 8, Lines 40-43); 

• A planar waveguide having an edge in contact with the sleeve and 
receiving light through [a gap in] the sleeve, the planar waveguide emitting 
the received light through a planar surface and self-contained (316, Fig. 9; 
Column 9, Lines 48-54); and 

• A reflector surrounding a substantial portion of the sleeve and directing 
light into one edge of the guide (258 illustrates a reflector surrounding the 
inside surface of sleeve 256) with the reflector made of a specular/porous 
thin polymer film or PTFE sheet (Column 5, Line 51-Column 6, Line 5). 
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2. ZOU does not disclose a transparent sleeve allowing light from the light source to 
pass from an inner surface of the sleeve to an outer surface. However, NORTHROP 
teaches a fluorescent light with protective, transparent shield/sleeve for the purpose of 
protecting the light (40; see Abstract). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of invention to modify ZOU and use the sleeve as taught by 
NORTHROP in order to protect the light. 

3. Claims 4, 5, 8, 27 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over ZOU ET AL. (US 6,186,649) in view of ATO (US 6,935,766). ZOU 
ET AL. discloses the claimed invention as cited above, but does not specifically disclose 
an adhesive or friction connector for coupling said reflector/insulating sleeve to the 
waveguide. However, ATO teaches a double-sided adhesive tape for coupling a 
reflector and light guide (Column 4, Lines 56-59). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to modify ZOU ET AL. and use the 
adhesive tape as taught by ATO in order to couple the reflector/insulating sleeve (as a 
unit) and the light guide. 

4. Claims 6, 7, 29, 30 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over ZOU ET AL. (US 6,186,649) in view of ATO (US 6,935,766) as 
applied above to Claims 4, 5, 8, 27 and 28. ZOU ET AL. and ATO disclose the claimed 
invention as cited above including an adhesive tape for coupling a reflector to a light 
guide (ATO, Column 4, Lines 56-59), but do not specifically disclose a type of tape. 
However, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to use segmented metalized, vinyl or polyester tape, since it 
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has been held to be within the general skill of a worker in the art to select a known 
material on the basis of its suitability for the intended use as a matter of obvious design 
choice. In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 416. Moreover, Applicant has not disclosed that a 
specific tape solves any stated problem or is for any particular purpose and it appears 
that the invention would perform equally well with the adhesive tape disclosed in ATO. 
Even further, metalized tape, which requires segmentation for use, in addition to vinyl 
and polyester tapes are commonly used and easily assessable. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to use a common and 
readily assessable tape in ATO. 

5. Claims 9, 10, 14, 15, 32, 33, 37 and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over ZOU ET AL. (US 6,186,649) as applied to claims 1 and 22 and 
further in view of MURASE ET AL. (US 5,408,387). ZOU ET AL. discloses the claimed 
invention, but does not specifically disclose a back panel/thin polymer film specular 
reflector sheet for the purpose of limiting pass through light emissions. However, 
MURASE teaches a thin polymer film back panel (2, Column 3, Line 20) having ink dots 
(20) that increase in percentage correspondingly to increased distance from a light 
source for the purpose reflecting light uniformly (Column 3, Lines 35-43). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to modify ZOU ET 
AL. and use the back panel and ink dots as taught by MURASE in order to provide a 
more efficient edge-lit light guide. 

6. Claims 11 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over ZOU ET AL (US 6,186,649). ZOU ET AL discloses the claimed invention 
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including sleeve 256 formed of shrink tubing/polymer (Column 9, Line 13), but does not 
specifically disclose a sleeve made of a fluoropolymer tube. However, it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to use a fluoropolymer enclosure, since it has been held to be within the general skill of 
a worker in the art to select a known material on the basis of its suitability for the 
intended use as a matter of obvious design choice. In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 416. 
Moreover, Applicant has not disclosed that a fluoropolymer enclosure solves any stated 
problem or is for any particular purpose and it appears that the invention would perform 
equally well with the reflectors disclosed in ZOU. 

7. Claims 12 and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over ZOU ET AL. (US 6,186,649). ZOU ET AL. discloses the claimed invention 
including sleeve (256), but does not specifically disclose a sleeve having an index of 
refraction of claimed or a waveguide made of acrylic. However, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
construct a sleeve with the index of refraction as claimed, since it has been held that 
where the general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, discovering the 
optimum or workable ranges involves only routine skill in the art. In re Alter, 105 USPQ 
233. Moreover, given that the sleeve and waveguide are both transparent, as 
previously disclosed, it is reasonable to assume that for efficiency purposes, both 
elements could be constructed of the same material, thus having equal indexes of 
refraction. 
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8. Claims 13, 19, 36 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable overZOU ET AL. (US 6,186,649) in view of YU ETAL (US 6,979,112). 
ZOU ETAL. discloses the claimed invention including a waveguide (316), but does not 
specifically disclose an acrylic waveguide or a waveguide having grooves. However, 
YU teaches a transparent, acrylic waveguide with a plurality of concave 
surfaces/grooves to provide a light incident surface that facilitates the entry of light into 
the waveguide (Column 3, Lines 20-35). It would have been to one having ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to make the waveguide of acrylic and with 
grooves, by which at least some of the received light would enter at about the critical 
angle, for purposes of obtaining the well known advantages of acrylic, e.g. transparent 
material with high glass transition temperature, and grooves, e.g. more efficient use of 
light. 

9. Claims 16 and 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over ZOU ET AL. (US 6,186,649). ZOU ET AL. discloses the claimed invention 
including a old-cathode fluorescent light source (252, Fig. 8, Column 14, Line 62), but 
does not specifically disclose a removable light source. However, it would have been to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to make the light 
source removable for purposes of maintenance and replacement in addition to the fact 
that it has been held that constructing a formerly integral structure in various elements 
involves only routine skill in the art. Nerwin v. Erlichman, 168 USPQ 177, 179. 

10. Claims 21, 24 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over ZOU ET AL. (US 6,186,649) in view of applicant's admitted prior art. ZOU ET AL. 
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discloses the claimed invention as cited above, but does not specifically disclose a 
waveguide, light source and sleeve formed as a self-contained unit capable of 
removable insertion into a display structure/picture frame. However, applicant admits 
that such use is known in the art (Page 1 , Lines 23-24) for the purpose of enhancing the 
display of graphical or visual information (Page 1 Lines 5-7). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to modify the 
waveguide, light source and sleeve of ZOU ET AL. into a self-contained unit capable of 
removable insertion into a display structure/picture frame as taught by applicant's 
admitted prior art in order to enhance the display of graphical or visual information. 
1 1 . Claims 44 and 47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over ZOU ET AL. (US 6,186,649), ATO (US 6,935,766) and NORTHROP ET AL. (US 
4,924,368). ZOU ET AL. discloses a planar waveguide system for emitting light with 
reduced loss (300, Fig. 9 illustrates a waveguide that reduces light loss) having: 

• A cold-cathode fluorescent light source (252, Fig. 8, Column 14, Line 62); 

• A transparent, acrylic/dielectric insulating sleeve surrounding the light 
source (256, Column 8, Lines 40-43); 

• A planar waveguide having an edge in contact with/adjacent to the sleeve 
and receiving light through [a gap in] the sleeve, the planar waveguide 
receiving the light through an incident edge and emitting the received light 
through a planar surface (316, Fig. 9; Column 9, Lines 48-54); and 

• A reflector surrounding a substantial portion of the sleeve and directing 
light into one edge of the guide (258 illustrates a reflector surrounding the 
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inside surface of sleeve 256) with the reflector made of a specular/porous 
thin polymer film or PTFE sheet and enabling contact between the light 
source and sleeve (Fig. 9; Column 5, Line 51-Column 6, Line 5). 

12. ZOU discloses the claimed invention, but does not specifically disclose means for 
coupling said reflector/insulating sleeve adjacent to the waveguide edge. However, 
ATO teaches a double-sided adhesive tape for coupling a reflector and light guide 
(Column 4, Lines 56-59). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention to modify ZOU and use the adhesive tape as taught by ATO in 
order to couple the reflector/insulating sleeve (as a unit) and the light guide. 

13. ZOU does not disclose a transparent sleeve allowing light from the light source to 
pass from an inner surface of the sleeve to an outer surface. However, NORTHROP 
teaches a fluorescent light with protective, transparent shield/sleeve in contact with the 
light for the purpose of protecting the light (40; see Abstract). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to modify ZOU and use 
the sleeve as taught by NORTHROP in order to protect the light. 

14. Claim 45 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over ZOU ET 
AL. (US 6,186,649) in view of ATO (US 6,935,766) as applied to claim 44. ZOU ET AL. 
and ATO disclose the claimed invention including sleeve (256), but do not specifically 
disclose a sleeve having an index of refraction of claimed or a waveguide made of 
acrylic. However, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to construct a sleeve with the index of refraction as 
claimed, since it has been held that where the general conditions of a claim are 
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disclosed in the prior art, discovering the optimum or workable ranges involves only 
routine skill in the art. In re Aller, 105 USPQ 233. Moreover, given that the sleeve and 
waveguide are both transparent, as previously disclosed, it is reasonable to assume 
that for efficiency purposes, both elements could be constructed of the same material, 
thus having equal indexes of refraction. 

15. Claim 46 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over ZOU ET 
AL. (US 6,186,649) and ATO (US 6,935,766) as applied to claim 44. ZOU ET AL. in 
view of ATO disclose the claimed invention including sleeve 256 formed of shrink 
tubing/polymer (Column 9, Line 13), but does not specifically disclose a sleeve made of 
a fluoropolymer tube. However, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to use a fluoropolymer enclosure, since it 
has been held to be within the general skill of a worker in the art to select a known 
material on the basis of its suitability for the intended use as a matter of obvious design 
choice. In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 416. Moreover, Applicant has not disclosed that a 
fluoropolymer enclosure solves any stated problem or is for any particular purpose and 
it appears that the invention would perform equally well with the reflectors disclosed in 
ZOU ET AL. 

Response to Amendment 

16. Applicant's amendment filed 6/5/2006 has been received. The 1 12 rejections are 
withdrawn. 
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Response to Arguments 

17. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims have been considered but are 
mostly moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

18. Applicant argues that ZOU teaches away from use of a transparent sleeve. 
However, in order for a reference to teach away, the disclosure must criticize, discredit 
or otherwise discourage the solution claimed. In re Fulton, 73 USPQ2d 1 141. ZOU 
does not teach away with the requisite level of specificity. 

1 9. Applicant claims that the ZOU language "highly reflective enclosure" requires no 
layer between the light source and reflector. Examiner is unable to find support for this 
argument. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

20. DUPONT (US 6,452,325) discloses a shatterproof protective lamp. 

21 . TACHIBANA ET AL. (US 6,281 ,625) discloses a lamp with protective film. 

22. BRYAN (US 4,318,163) discloses a protective shield. 

23. BLAISDELL ET AL. (US 4,048,537) discloses a fluorescent sleeve. 
Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 

this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 

CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Correspondence 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Adam C. Rehm whose telephone number is 
571.272.8589. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9-5:30 EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Sandra O'Shea can be reached on 571.272.2378. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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8/18/2006 




